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PHILOSOPHIES AND SCHOOL EVALUATIONS:

are they

ORIGINS OF HYPOCRISY?

prepared by:
H. Earl Heusser Jr.

Associate Professor of Education
San Diego State College

INTRODUCTION:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION
WELFARE

OFFICE OF EDUCATION
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED

EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM THE PERSON OR

ORGANIZATION ORIGINATING IT. POINTS OF

VIEW OR OPINIONS STATED DO NOT NECES

SARILY REPRESENT OFFICIAL
OFFICE OF EDU

CATION POSITION OR POLICY.

Do we really do what we azs we ought to?....and, if not, what can we do
about it?

The words hypocrisy, bigotry, credibility relevance, are in the.

wind. So much so that we may be tempted to tune them out. After all,

who in education or any walk of life cares to be accused of ambiguity

here, insincerity there and pedantic "Mickey Mouse" everywhere? But

isn't it possible that we in education are becoming victims of our own

inadvertent design? Aren't we aiding and abetting, indeed nurturing an

insidious l7pocrisy when we emplazen across page 1 of faculty and student

handbooks and our accreditation reports, platitudinous statements of philo-

sophy and objectives? --Statements the nobility of which leave us gasping,

but the hollow generality and nebulosity of which leave us groping?

Most such statements are not designed to offer curricular guidance nor to

serve as bench mark criteria against which an entire comprehensive high

school may later be measured. What potent determinants these statements

could be. Such an origin of self imposed leverage (instead of hypocrax),

these statements could be as philosophical and instructional guidelines.

It is to these ends that the following (two) part article is intended.



(Sze
F;9,5") uner t e dire tion of I entitled Procedures for Appraislaa

the Modern Hi' Schoo The statements of philosophy and o5rec-
tives (Ps an taisals of vrograms of study made by adminis-
trative staff (A), instructiog:staff (I) and student representa-
tives (S) were taken from the reports for this analysis. PFIO's
and A, I and S appraisals for each of the thirty schools were
randomly assigned to a reading order and to one control (A) and
five treatment (B, C, D, E, F,) groups of .a simple-randomized
design. Each group colitaine3 materials from five different
accreditation reports.

PART I

SYNOPSIS: RELATIONSHIPS OF HIGH SCHOOL PHILOSOPHY AND
OBJECTIVES TO CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION IN THE EVALUATION PROCESS

The following account is a summary-abstract of the unpublished
doctoral dissertation by the writerl. This account is the core of
Part I because it is believed that the ensuing implications for
improvement of school evaluation and resulting improvement of
instructional programs are real. These implications are not only
real, they are of a mundane nature that educators can do something
about. They lend themselves to feasible courses of action.

PROBLEM: Did the high schools in the sample selected for thiss wily
1. appraise their programs of study on the basis of their own

statements of philosophy and objectives when performing
self evaluation for accreditation?

develop statements of philosophy and objectives that are
identifiable and useful to the school as evidenced by
related self appraisal?

3. provide the learning experiences and impart the values and
skills which are stressed as elements of their philosophy
and objectives (in their estimation)?

PROCEDURES: Questions in the problem statement w
by throejudges including the write 4 e con
made as three separate studies x ing the a ec
study with two replicatio

Self appraisal
bodies of 100
the secondar
and Cone es

or s of thirt
re select

for the
e instr

-2000) w
commissio
WASC T

W

re considered
iderations were
of an initial

r high schools (student
at random from the library of
stern Association of Schools

ent used to obtain these reports

2 .

Heusser, H. Earl, "Relationships Between Stated Philosophies
Objectives and. Programs of Study as Appraised in Thirty
California High Schools: An Experimental Analysis," (unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation, the University of Oregon, Eugene
1967)



3.
/IA

Treatment by matching (association) and various mismatching
(dissociation) of PRO's with A, I and S appraisals within each
group was as follows:

Control group A: PRO's and A, I and S appraisals were all
associate by school.
Treatment grou II: PO's and A appraisals were associated by
sc oo . I an -5 appraisals were dissociated from PRO's of theL
own school and placed with PO's of other schools within the
group.
Treatment group C: PO's and I appraisals were associated. P&O's
tiaA7Taid S appraisals were dissociated.
Treatment group Dt PO's and S appraisals were associated. PRO's
ilia A and appraisals were dissociated.
Treatment_groRE_E: PO's were dissociated from the appraisals of
Mar own sch-doiand placed with appraisals of other schools with-
in the group. A, I and S appraisals were all associated with
each other by school.
Treatment rou F: PO's and A, I and S appraisals were all dis-
sociate rom eacl other and placed with other PO's and
appraisals within the group.

The rationale for treatment by association and dissociation of
PO's and appraisals is simple. One might assume that a PW
and program of study appraisal both from the same school would
bear more resemblance and a morFT-tectable riTaTionship than a
PO and appraisal each from different schools, if a comprehensive
spectrum of criteria fEWrating instru ent.(5et aV col)

PO's and appraisals of op.e school from each grou as treated above.
were rated by eight judge:R includi ritor. These preliminary
ratings were made as a pilot stay for t iai f the rating instru-
ment designed for this nalysfA nd for s lecti n of two judges to
continue with the r. The 'cb. ee j es the read and rated
the PO's and aiza s of all t emaining sc ools as treated
in the resear h design

Twenty-seven utilities appr: sal to P&O relationship as measured
by the rating 'nstrument subsumed under the following class
headings.

1. Attitudinal qualities
2. Overall curricular tendencies, features and philosophy
3. Specific subject area relationships
4. Consistency of the program (as appraised) with PRO

Composite scores of each A, I, S and total appraisal to PRO
relationship were tested with one way analysis of variance within
and between control and treatment groups. Fifteen such tests
were run on scores from the initial study. Identical tests were
run for each replication. (See. IFt)ls. 2. 3 1 0.30
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FINDINGS: All null hypotheses were accepted but one involving
ririaricant though spurious F ratio. This false value was clue
to chance pairing of apparently related I appraisals and KO's
from different schools in the dissociation of group B. There
were no significant differences due to systematic efrect of
treatment by various dissociation, either in the initial study
or the replication studies. Five of the highest F ratio values
were obtained from the same five score analyses in all three
studies. They include the significant but spurious F ratio
mentioned above.(See. F\css. 2 131 )

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions in Reference to Stated Problems

1. Evidence obtained in this study indicates that high schools
of this sample and corresponding population generally do not
appraise their programs on the basis of their IMO. The acknowl-
edged admonition of writers in the field notwithstanding, the
relationships sought for in this study appear not to exist in
widespread practice. In the words of Orlich and Shermis, state-
ments of philosophy and objectives of most high schools appear
to be not much more than "window dressing" in terms of their
utilitarian value. A few of the schools in this sample did
apparently appraise their programs on the basis of their P&O
but when studied with the total sample, these relationships,
their abundance and/or dearth, were not pronounced enough to be
detectable with the design and statistical treatm t of this
analysis.

2. High schools of this sample
generally do not developust-fu
creative efforts of therstaff.
reflect needs uli r to given
communities. Many of e.PW's
adoptions of rational e,ucationa
ments which 14' e obvious y loca
relationship t, associLt
as to be distin uish :P

nd the
CIO's whi
ch st

orr ding population
h are products of
ements o not generally

schools, st dent bodies or
Idled were whole or modified
ocuments. Even those state-

products bore little measurable
rograms of study as appraised, so

from dissociated PO's.

t

3. Because PTO's are often not definitive in terms of values and
expected behavioral outcomes, they tend to be inconsistent with
what is offered in the instructional programs of most high schools
as appraised. For example, particular disparities exist if, the
areas of democratic process and scientific inquiry. Democratic
values alid scientific awareness are commonly espoused in MO's
but are seldom behaviorally defined. Consequently instruction
for knowledge and skills in these areas is seldom accounted for
in self appraisal repoiLs.

Donald C. Orlich and S. Samuel Shermis, Educational Philosophy
as Mythology: "A Critical Analysis of School Philosophies,'
Administrator's Notebook. (The University of Chicago, Vol.XLV,
NO-74 Deceifei
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Observations Incidental to Stated Problems

1. Specific appraisals of health, physical education, safety
'education, art and music programs are often omitted or passed
over lightly even though these skills and areas of instruction
are quite consistently acknowledged in statements of philosophy
and objectives.

2. Moral, spiritual and civic values and their development are
consistently espoused as objectives but are seldom assigned to
specific teachers or disciplines as course content or as a
responsibility. Such concepts are non-cognitive and difficult
to measure or evaluate.

3. Instruction and practical training in citizenship and leader-
ship are consistently espoused as objectives with high priority
but aro seldom assumed or acknowledged as part of the instruc-
tional program and therefore are seldom appraised as such. Only
occasionally did social studies appraisals account for such
instruction.

4. Recognition of and provision for individual differences in
student's abilities and interests are consistently professed as
philosophical tenets of high priority. The typical mode of pro-
viding for these differences is through homogeneous grouping by
subject. (e.g., slow group in life science, middle group in
traditional or BSCS yellow version biology, accelerated group
in BSCS blue version biology).

5. With some exceptions, response
steering committees are too bri
hensiveness which could
and objectives and e

by visin4 com
t,A5

6. A consist
instructi,aal
subject matter
structional gu

ees

nt feelin
methods a
as pres
des.

ca
eb-,v inc

r

concern
d (2) e

They
their re
se val'

tions for student
tail and compre-
hip to philosophy
judgements made

lac
atio
ity of

d

1) permitted latitude in
ectations for coverage of

in school or district course in-
chers and administrators, as concerted

groups, feel inx, tive and originality in teaching methods are
encouraged including authoritarian lectures and open ended lab-
oratory discovery methods as extremes of a continuum. Coverage
of subject (i.e. units or topics) is suggested in most cases
and stringently required in only a few cases.

7. A common dilemma in nearly all of the self appraisals studied
is the feeling that needs of college able students and terminal
students are

a) difficult to provide for in the so called comprehensive
high school,

)o.

b) not bein met

And solutions to correct these conditions are not firm, or
:Consistent.



Such specific intentions are professed in only a few statements
of philosophy and objectives but realization of this shortcoming
is common in nearly all responses to question #5 in the California
instrument (i.e. append a general evaluation of the program of
studies).

Recommendations

1. Professional staff members should become aware of basic
differences between the philosophy and the objectives in a
school's PW as well as differences between cognitive,
affectivebjectives with all of their components and potentialobjectives

v401 C VA erov

2. Teachers should be provided inservice time and instruction
for development of PO. They should be given opportunities to
consider total relationships of PW to student body, faculty,
community and family in this crucial step of curriculum develop-
ment.

3. The school's statement of philosophy and objectives should
be the basis of evaluation with all of that statement's priori-
ties, specific provisions and behavioral goals. This principle
should be made clear by the visiting committee chairman, co-
ordinators and the steering committee chairmen during initial
planning sessions and at the outset of PW development.

4. Development of the PO should be a joint ende
persons who will later be involved in h evalua
school (i.e., administrative staf eacte. and
representatives).

S. Staff members
evaluation of
view of, and

e sc o
in relati

tudents .h
1 that e c
to thei

vor of all
on of the

student

remind :d during their
udgement sho id be made in
W.

6. PW's sho ld be com letel e-developed periodically to be
appropriate to changin n s of students and community as well
as to provide w ty members experience in curriculum
development.

7. Question OS, asking for a general evaluation of the program
of studies in the administrative and instructional staff sections
of the WASC instrument, should be supplemented with a kind of
instructional area and activity checklist. Such a checklist
should be designed to enable all evaluators to check whether
given curricular, provisions have been appraised elsewhere in the
report. In this manner undue repetition and omission in report-

' -ng could be avoided.

8. The student steering committee's questions in the WASC instru-
ment should be re-designed so as to stimulate more thorough invest
igation. This may elicit more meaningful responses from students
in their evaluation of the school's protram.



9. Inasmuch as teachers should play a large part in development
of the PW as well as bearing total responsibility for leading
the development of specific course objectives, these objectives,
specific, measurable and committing as they may be, must all be
relatable to specific elements in that schools P14. They must
be relatable in a cognitive fashion in order for the PW to be
of any functional consequence in a school's self appraisal of
its program of studies.



ir ?Q PART=VM.

A RATING INSTRUMENT DESIGNED TO IMPROVE SCHOOL
EVALUATION AND THE RESULTING INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

SC1 VC p\ Qua

The rating scaleKaresented here represent just one way of
assessing the degrees to which a school "practices what it
preaches" in its own estimation.

These scales may be considered a supplement to a formal
evaluation procedure as:

a) a self-imposed checklist to be used by the school
staff and students during their own introspection, or

b) reminding criteria to be used by a visiting evalua-
tion team for accreditation.

For informal evaluation of the instructional program by
school staff, students, district staff or school patrons, the
rating scales could be used as a brief, convenient set of
criteria by themselves at low cost. Ease of handling and use
of such a booklet by each individual involved in the evaluation
might be especially attractive.

Systems of score analysis and interpretation and standards
derived therefrom should be evolved and adapted by the school
or district. Analysis of scores obtained through these rating
scales by any group may be desirable but may also be unneces-

is an in-
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y a self-
nrelevance or
that is
giving re-

sary. The latter is more likely if the evaluatio
formal, low key endeavor. The teacher who is giv
(free reign) for being willing and recti
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411-harati g items ^a
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e
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s is effec

ct.

nto the following categories

arning methods

2. student participation

3. apparent evaluator's attitude and thoroughness

4. affective domain

S. overall curricular tendencies features

. cognitive and psychomotor do mains in Apecific_subject
areas. Li a. cl*. so . c o %Pot %A. vivwy ? $.0 AONVa NS\;11Zb

(g, c. 4.. (Nstetisms" 914/Lp 4,49\gh\v,"zw%4
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I. TEACHING-LEARNING METHOD RELATIONSHIPS

4.14.14444g--04.143,3-4+fi---t-Mie4agb.LLP.

.
.

. , . , ; '
. .

., .



RATING SCALE #la

To what degree do you judge this appraisal was made on the basis
of, and in relation to the school's P40, concerning effective
varieties 6f-teadhing methods and use of instructional materials?

1. a perfect "one to one" relationship is
clear and consistent between the statement
of P40 and the response

2. a very high degree of relationship is
obvious between the statement of P40
and the response

3. an intentional and purposeful relation-
ship is quite apparent

4. a definite relationship is evident

S. a probable relationship can be detected

6. a possible relationship is barely
detectable

no discernable positive or negative
relationship

RATING SCALE #1b

To what degree do you judge this a
the basis of, and in relation .t
TEW-TiTalirined lines o
held by many autho *ti
each academic

a perfect
clear and
of P40 and

3ec

t

"one to o
consisten
the res o

the sch
thought
culia

of

0

(6)

(5)

(1)

(0)

to hate been made on
0, in terms or-
uiry which are
structure"- of

nd i
"the

ship is
the statement

a very high gree of relationship is
obvious between the statement of P40
and the response

an intentional and purposeful relation-
ship is quite apparent

a definite relationship is evident

S. a probable relationship can-be detected

a possible relationship is barely detectable

no discernable positive or negative relationship

(6)

(5)

erome S. Bruner, The Process of Education. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard Uniir Fir/W17E-1i 1963, pp. 17-32.



STUDENT PARTICIPATION RELATIONSHIPS

(411144teleseMee-441*--434"ughau°`4".)



RATING SCALE #2a

To what degree is provision made for student participation in the
development of instructional objectives on the basis of, and in
relation to the school's PRO?

1. a perfect "one to one" relationship is
clear and consistent between the statement
of P&O and the program (6)

2. a very high degree of relationship is
obvious between the statement of PAO
and the program (5)

3. an intentional and purposeful relation-
ship is quite apparent (4)

4, a definite relationship is evident (3)

S. a probable relationship can be detected (2)

6. a possible relationship is barely
detectable (1)

7. no discernable positive or negative
relationship (0)

-fib.
RATING SCALE

To what degree is provision made for student participation in the
evaluation of curriculum and instruction on the basis of, and in
relation to the school's PLO?

1. a perfect "one to one" relationship is
clear and consistent between the statement
of P&O and the program

a very high degree of relationship is
obvious between the statement of P&O
and the program

an intentional and purposeful relation-
ship is quite apparent

a definite relationship is evident

a probable relationship can be detected

a possible relationship is barely
detectable (1)

no discernable
relationship

positive or negative
(o)



3.
tik, RELATIONSHIPS OF APPARENT ATTITUDE AND THOROUGHNESS



Wa .

. RATING SCALE Ilse.

How favorable--optimistic--ehthused is this response in view of
and in relation to the school's PRO?

1. highly favorable (6)

2. quite favorable .(5)

3. slightly favorable (4)

4. no indication or balance (3)

5. slightly negative - critical (2)

6. quite negative - critical (1)

7. very negative - critical
41/43b,

(0)

RATING SCALE rak

How complete - comprehensive is this response in view of, and
in relation to the school's PRO?

1. very comprehensive (6)

2. quite comprehensive (5)

3. adequately comprehensive (4)

fairly comprehensive (3)

seems somewhat inco (2)

noticeabl incompl to (1)

very inco (0)



A. AFFECTIVE RELATIONSHIPS
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RATING SCALE eslf

To what degree does relationship exist between the school's P&O
and provided learning experiences for development of equitable,
functional value systems?

1. a perfect "one to one" relationship is
clear and consistent between the statement
of P&O and the program (6)

(5)

2. a very high degree of relationship is
obvious between the statement of P&O
and the program

3. an intentional and purposeful relation-
ship is quite apparent

4. a definite relationship is evident

S. a probable relationship can be detected

6. a possible relationship is barely
detectable

no discernable positive or negative
relationship *LN

RATING SCALE

To- what ,degree does 1-2Aqaulia exist b4ween th school's P&O
and provided learning experiences ac fib ledg ment and culture
of human feelings and emotio ?

(4)

(3)

(2)

(1)

(0)

one1 a perfect:
cleat and
of PWan

ne" rela i nsh
. nsis e t between statement
the prog am (6)

a very hit degree .o rela nship is
obvious between the s ement of P&O
and the pro rut

an intentional and purposeful relation-
shiP is quite apparent (4)

a definite relationship is evident (3),

a probable relationship can be detected (2)

a possible relationship is barely
detectable

no discernable positive or negative
relationship

(5)

(1)

(0)

*X1
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RATING SCALE elo,

How innovational--experimental is this instructional program
as appraised in view of, and in relation to the school's PRO?

1. highly creative - innovations through-
out program (6)

2. numerous experimental activities in
progress

3. slight tendency toward experimental
attitude

(5)

(4)

4. equal emphasis on tradition -
innovational practice (3)

slight tendency toward traditional
practice (2)

6. experimental programs seldom tried (1)

no innovations - traditional
throughout 415 (0)

RATING SCALE #

How recently or frequently have experimental programs as appraised,
been implemented and evaluated in view of, and in relation to the
school's KO?

1. continuous and effective im
of experiments and

frequent
of exper
program

on
ut

ation
of the

. frequent i
of experim
program

and evaluation
ome aspects of the

(6)

(5)

(4)

adequate for their minimum standards (3)

slightly inadequate for their minimum
standards (2)

quite deficient experimentation and
evaluation (1)

completely lacking of experimentation
and evaluation (0)
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Oro,.
RATING SCALE Oka

To what degree do you judge that this appraisal of remedial and/
or specialized instruction in arithmetic, reading, speech hear-
ing, and for slow learners the .h sicali 'handica ed the
lieli-etaraZ-1F-nites was ma e on e as s o and
in re ion to the- Stlitiol-r-E-PW?

1. a perfect "one to one" relationship is
clear and consistent between the statement
of PW and the response

2. a very high degree of relationship is
obvious between the statement of PO
and the response

3. an intentional and purposeful relation-
ship is quite apparent

4. a definite relationship is evident

S. a probable relationship can be detected

6. a possible relationship is barely
detectable

no discernable positive or negative
relationship

*4 U.
RATING SCALE #

To what degree do you judge
the academic subject ar
science and socia t

76=65fo t

suc
ies, was
s 'SO?

this ap
s En li
de

(6)

( 5 )

(4)

(3)

(2)

(1)

( 0 )

of offerings in
ematics, lan uago,

1. a perfect
clear and
of POI and

"one to o
consisten
the res

ship is
the statement

on

a very high 'egree of relationship is
obvious between the statement of PW
and the response

an intentional and purposeful relation-
ship is quite apparent

a definite relationship is evident

a probable relationship can be detected

a possible relationship is barely
detectable

no discernable positive or negative
relationship

any in

(6)



(2 C.

4914-64,-.

RATING SCALE ekt

To what degree do you judge that this/your school's specific
course objectives in physical, health and safety education, were
developed-on the basis of and in a corresponding fashion with
the school s statement of educirional philosophy and-66T6ETIVes?

1. a perfect "one to one" relationship is
clear and consistent between the statement
of Pa() and the -resveitoe- c.ovist. tiNeStelcvt3

2. a very high degree of relationship is
obvious between the statement of no and
the 4Looloimwpa. c...o444 se. Aj 414A as .

3. an intentional and purposeful relation-
ship is quite apparent

4. a definite relationship is evident

S. a probable relationship can be detected

6. a possible relationship is barely
detectable

no discernable positive or negative
relationship

414e3
1"

RATING SCALE

To what degree do you judge
course objectives in ti
arts, ffiiiiTe7676E6M* .a

the basis of
statement of

1. a perfect
clear and
of P&O and

in a
educiTion

is

ocato
d busine
orrespon

p 11050

ft'one to on
onsiste t
he

(6)

(5)

(1)

( 0 )

r s s specific
t are.s of in ust-fial

on, we e developed on
fashion with the school'g-
and objectives?

this/yo
al subje

s edu
7

ionship is
ween the statement
CcoutorSt iV5qtANts.

re

a very high degree of relationship is
obvious between the statement of PO
and the 4W4400ROW VOtio qt. A14 4.ei is

an intentional and purposeful relation-
ship is quite apparent

a definite relationship is evident

. a probable relationship

(6)

Cs)

(4)

(3)

can be detectod (2)

possible relationship is barely detectable (1)

no discernable positive or negative relationship (0)
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400 414.

RATING SCALE qa

To what degree do you judge this appraisal was made on the basis
of, and in relation to the school's P40, in terms of preparation
for post7hairiaBOIFducation?

1. a perfect "one to one" relationship is
clear and consistent between the statement
of P40 and the response (6)

2. a very high degree of relationship is
obvious between the statement of P40
and the response

i. an intentional and purposeful relation-
ship is quite apparent (4)

(3)

(5)

4. a definite relationship is evident

S. a probable relationship can be detected

6. a possible relationship is barely
detectable

no discernable positive or negative
relationship

RATING SCALE Okb

To wtat degree do you judge this appraisal was m e on the bails
of, and in relation to the school' ardi g development

saleaSTFMTITr6F effic'ent ipation?

(2)

(1)

(0)

a perfect "one
clear and
of P40 al

a very hi
obvious be
the respon

an intentional and purposeful relation-
ship is quite apparent

a definite relationship is evident

statement

onship is
ement of P40 and

a probable relationship can be detected

a possible relationship is barely
detectable

no discernable positive or negative
.relationship,

8
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1104h.
RATING SCALE Al

To what degree do you judge that this school's program of studies
as appraised here is in keeping with the Ehilosopfiy in tfie
school's statement of philosophy and objectives?

1. perfectly in keeping with statement (6)

2. nearly in full accord (5)

3. more in keeping than seems typical (4)

4. moderately in keeping with statement (3)

5. less in keeping than seems typical (2)

(1)6. hardly in keeping with statement

7. definitely not in keeping with
statement

*rt..
RATING

To what degree do you judge that this school's program of studies
as a raised here achieves the objectives inclu e in tie school's
statement o philosophy and objectives?

1. fully achieves all objectives (6)

2. fully achieves most objectivep (5)

3. partially achieves many (4)

4. achievement o (3)

5. fails to achieve ma y object v s (2)

6. fails to (1)

fails to a Kiev y objectives (0)

(0)
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Aq`k (h.

RATING SCALE Na

To what degree do you judge that this statement of philosophy and
objectives was developed as a functional, purposeful guideline

;Mang, im lementation and evaluation of the curricular
experiences escri ecd in t e IFEB6117gUrrappraisal?

1. completely purposeful design (6)

2. a high degree of purpose is obvious (S)

3. intentional purpose is quite apparent (4)

4. some purposeful design is evident

S. probable purposes can be detected (2)

6. possible purposes barely detectable (1)

7. no discernable design or function
was purposefully developed

ONNa.

RATING SCALE

To what degree do you judge that this evaluation--appraisal was
made on the basis of, and in relation to the school's PRO?

1. a perfect "one to one? relationship is
clear and consistent between the statement
of 1340 and the response (6)

(5)

(0)

2. a very high degree of r
obvious between the
and the res seA

3. an intent onal and elation-
ship is q ite appar

a definite relation hi is evident

a probable relationship can be detected

a possible relationship is barely
detectable



These ratings may be adapted to peculiar circumstances by rewording,
by selection of pertinent items or by adding items as seems appro-
priate. The seven point scales in the ratings may be collapsed to
five or three by omitting points#3 and 5 or points#2, 3, 5, and 6
as shown below.

1. a perfect "one to one" relationship is
clear and consistent between the statement
of PO and the response (6)

a very high degree of relationship is
obvious between the statement of KO
and the response

an intentional and purposeful relation-
ship is quite apparent (4)

4. a definite relationship is evident (3)

X a probable relationship can be detected (2)

a possible relationship is barely
detectable (1)

(5)

no discernable positive or negative
relationship

a perfect "one to one" relationship is
clear and consistent between the statement
of the response

2. a very high degree of relat
obvious between the
the response

a definit relation

a possible relations
detectable

no discernab positive or negative
relationship

a perfect "one to one" relationship is
clear and consistent between the statement
of PV:0 and the response

a definite relationship is

no discernable positive or negative
relationship

33

( 0 )

( 0 )

13



Omission of the entire seven point scale may be desirable
if the ratings are to be used as a checklist in supplement to
a formal evaluation procedure. Going through the mental motions
of qualified introspection with provision for a subjective
written response if needed, may be more effective than reduction
of responses to numerical values. The circumstances in which
the system is used will dictate the kinds of flexibility needed.

Notice that some rating items call for evaluation of the
appraisal of program:KO relationship while others focus atten-
tion on the program as appraised and its relationship to KO.
Still others call for firsthand evaluation of the program:KO
relationship (e.g., 4a, Sa, and 2a). Which form(s) to use may
depend upon whether the evaluator is examining his own school's
program or acting as an evaluation team member in the appraisal,
of another school.
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